I. Introduction
C ONSIDERABLE recent research by economists has been devoted to the measurement and analysis of the job creation and destruction processes. 1 The basic findings of these studies for the United States are that gross job creation and job destruction greatly exceed the corresponding net changes in employment, the vast majority of job creation and job destruction occurs within sectors as opposed to reallocation of employment across sectors, job creation and destruction vary systematically by sector and by plant characteristics such as plant size, and job destruction is much more cyclically sensitive than job creation. An important question is whether the patterns observed in the U.S. economy are idiosyncratic to the United States or are observed in other countries.
To this end, this paper compares gross job creation and job destruction for the United States and Canada. It addresses three main issues. First, using recently updated annual series covering the period from the early 1970s to the early 1990s, we compare the time-series patterns of job creation and job destruction across the two countries. We are particularly interested in whether the striking asymmetry in the relative time-series variances of job destruction and creation in the United States is also present in Canada. Second, we examine industry-level cross-country correlations in employment flow data between Canada and the United States. If the costs of changing the scale of operations (including the costs of opening and closing plants) are driven by technological characteristics of the industry, then high (low) job reallocation industries in one country will tend to be high (low) job reallocation in the other country. Third, we quantify the relative importance of industry, year, and country effects in explaining the variation of employment flows in and across the two countries.
The paper addresses these issues utilizing plant-level data on employment changes for Canada and the United States. The Canadian data come from Statistics Canada's Annual Censuses of Manufactures and the U.S. data come from the U.S. Census Bureau's Longitudinal Research Database (LRD). For this study, considerable effort was made to harmonize the construction of the job-flow variables across the two countries. The close comparability of the job creation and destruction series across these countries is an important feature of this analysis. While there has been considerable interest in intercountry comparisons of job creation and destruction rates, differences in data collection methods, differences in the sampling units (e.g., establishment or enterprises), differences in measurement methodology, and differences in sectoral coverage render existing comparisons (see, e.g., OECD (1994 OECD ( , 1996 ) difficult to interpret. This paper makes use of data collected by statistical agencies that use very similar definitions and data collection methods. Moreover, access to the underlying micro data has permitted us to make adjustments to overcome some minor differences in the business populations, and thus the data are as comparable as possible.
The main findings of the paper are as follows:
1. While the time-series patterns of net changes of employment, job creation, job destruction, and job reallocation (the sum of creation and destruction) are qualitatively similar, there are substantial differences in the quantitative variability of the net and gross job flows. In both countries, job creation and destruction
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1 For U.S. studies, see Leonard (1987) , Dunne et al. (1989) , Haltiwanger (1990, 1992) , Davis et al. (1996) , and Blanchard and Diamond (1990) . In Canada, see Baldwin and Gorecki (1990) and Baldwin (1995) . Roberts (1996) compares employment flows for three developing countries: Colombia, Chile, and Morocco. Davis et al. (1996) summarize a number of studies for various industrialized economies.
are inversely correlated, job destruction is more volatile than job creation, and job reallocation is countercyclical. However, each of these properties is more pronounced in the United States. In addition, the pace of job reallocation exhibits no trend in the United States but exhibits a pronounced upward trend in Canada. 2. Examining cross-sectional data, there is a remarkable similarity in the patterns and magnitudes of the industry-level average job creation and destruction rates. Two-digit industries with high (low) levels of job creation, job destruction, job reallocation, and net employment change in Canada have correspondingly high (low) values in the United States. 3. Using pooled cross-sectional time-series data on U.S.
and Canada job-flow data, variation in job flows is explained, to a large part, by industry and year effects. Country effects, while statistically significant, have little explanatory power when modeling job-flow variation. The relatively small explanatory power of country effects and the dominant role of industry effects strongly point toward technological differences as the predominant factor accounting for betweenindustry differences in job-flow rates.
The paper is organized in the following fashion. The next section briefly discusses the determinants of job-flow dynamics. The third section describes the data sets used and basic measurement of job flows. The fourth section provides a comparison of job flows in Canada and the United States. The fifth section provides estimates of the relative contribution of country, industry, and year effects. The final section closes with brief concluding remarks.
II. Determinants of Steady-State and Cyclical Job Flows
In order to provide some structure for interpreting the similarities and differences in the behavior of job flows in Canada and the United States, we consider briefly the factors that determine the steady-state and cyclical fluctuations in the job flows. The following steady-state relationships must hold in any model of job flows:
where c is the job creation rate for the entire economy, d is the job destruction rate for the entire economy, l is the labor force growth rate, c s is the job creation rate for sector s, and h s is the hiring rate in sector s. In the steady state, aggregate net job creation must equal labor force growth in order to achieve steady-state unemployment, and desired job creation must equal hires in each sector in order to achieve steady-state vacancies. Even under these conditions, some sectors may have higher than average net job creation while others have lower than average net job creation. This suggests that the conditions in (1) 
where s is the share of employment in sector s. In the long run, all sectors must satisfy the net job creation equal to net labor force growth relationship. However, individual sectors may satisfy this relationship but with different gross rates of job creation and destruction. Such differences across sectors in the steady-state rates of job creation and destruction reflect differences in the intensity of allocative shocks impacting producers in individual sectors as well as differences in the costs of reallocation. The underlying sources of these sectoral differences are differences in technology and the pace of technological change, adjustment costs including the sunk costs involved in creating a new job, the distribution of demand and cost shocks, market structure, and institutional differences. In a model with simultaneous job creation and destruction, it is natural to think of two types of basic disturbances that yield departures from these steady-state relationships. First, there may be common shocks that cause job creation and destruction to move in opposite directions. A key issue in the recent literature is whether such common or aggregate shocks have symmetric effects on job creation and destruction. Simple theories of business cycles that stress no connection between the process of reallocation and aggregate fluctuations predict symmetric movements of creation and destruction in response to aggregate shocks. An implication of this view is that if aggregate shocks are the dominant driving force for business cycles, then the variance of job creation and destruction should be approximately the same. However, models that incorporate the time-and resourceconsuming aspects of job reallocation yield asymmetric movements of creation and destruction to aggregate shocks (see, e.g., Blanchard and Diamond (1990) , Davis and Haltiwanger (1990) , Caballero and Hammour (1994) , and Mortensen and Pissarides (1994) ). These latter models can accommodate the finding of a higher variance of job destruction than job creation.
Second, there are events that change the intensity of the forces generating reallocation across producers. The observed high rates of job creation and destruction in every period in every sector suggest that there is a continuous stream of allocative disturbances inducing job reallocation. However, the intensity of such allocative disturbances may vary across sectors, countries, and time. In what follows, we denote a change in the intensity of allocative disturbances as a reallocation shock. Variation across time in the stream of allocative disturbances leads to departures from the above steady-state relationships. For example, recent theories that stress the time-and resource-consuming nature of realloca-348 THE REVIEW OF ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS tion suggest that job destruction will respond more quickly than job creation. The different forces affecting job flows across sectors, countries, and time are illustrated in figure 1 for a hypothetical economy with two sectors. Figure 1A depicts the long-run steady state. In the case depicted, sector 1 is a low job reallocation sector and sector 2 is a high job reallocation sector. In terms of the above discussion, the differences across sectors are generated by differences in the structural characteristics in the two sectors. 2 Figure 1B illustrates an intermediate-run steady state. Sector 1 has higher creation than destruction whereas sector 2 has higher destruction than creation, while in the aggregate job creation equals job destruction (recall the zero labor force growth assumption for this figure) . In the aggregate, net job creation equals labor force growth, but this is not true for individual sectors in this intermediate-run steady state. Figure 1C depicts the impact of an adverse aggregate shock starting from the steady state depicted in figure 1A . The adverse aggregate shock causes job destruction to rise and job creation to fall in both sectors. As discussed above, one fundamental question is whether job creation and destruction respond symmetrically to an aggregate shock. In the figure, job destruction is depicted as responding disproportionately to the aggregate shock, which is consistent with the recent literature discussed above. Figure 1D depicts the impact of a reallocation shock that increases the intensity of the stream of allocative disturbances inducing reallocation. As depicted, the reallocation shock causes job destruction and creation to rise in both sectors. There is no reason that reallocation shocks need, in general, be common across sectors or have common effects across sectors.
For the Canada-United States comparison, this discussion raises the following questions. First, do we find that sectors with high rates of job creation also have high rates of job destruction on average over the sample period? While this ultimately must be the case, it is of interest to know whether over a 20-year horizon this long-run property is satisfied. Second, are the sectoral rankings of job reallocation similar across the countries? In addressing this question, we are particularly interested in whether it is technological differences across sectors, or market structure, or institutional differences across sectors that drive differences in the job-flow rates. If it is primarily technology differences, then presumably the United States and Canada should exhibit similar sectoral patterns. If it is primarily market structure or institutional differences, then Canada and the United States may exhibit different sectoral patterns, depending on the degree of differences in market structure and institutions across the countries. Finally, we are interested in whether the United States and Canada exhibit noticeable secular or cyclical differences in the behavior of job creation and destruction. In particular, we are interested in the relative variability of creation and destruction in light of the alternative hypotheses regarding the symmetric response of creation and destruction to shocks.
III. Data and Measurement Issues
The data used in this study come from two recently developed plant-level longitudinal databases. The Canadian data are from an annual census of the Canadian manufacturing sector and cover the period from 1973 to 1992. The U.S. data come from the Annual Survey of Manufactures covering the period from 1972 to 1993. The details of the construction of these data sets can be found in Baldwin (1995) for the Canadian data, and in Davis et al. (1996) (DHS) for the U.S. data. 3 However, it is important to emphasize that the time series used in this paper reflect updates of the series published and analyzed for each country separately in these prior studies. The complete annual time series by two-digit industry is available upon request in an unpublished appendix. 4 The measures of job creation and destruction are the same as those used in DHS. Job creation (POS) is measured as the sum of employment gains at expanding and new plants. Job destruction (NEG) is measured as the sum of employment losses at contracting and closing plants. Both measures are converted to rates by dividing through by a measure of sectoral size given by the average of employment in the current and the previous periods. Net employment growth (NET) is simply the difference between the rates of job creation and destruction. Job reallocation (SUM ) is the sum of job creation and destruction. Job reallocation measures the total number of changes in employment opportunities across production sites over a given interval. These four measures, POS, NEG, NET, and SUM, will be the focus of the empirical analyses that follow.
IV. Basic Patterns of Job Flows in Canada and the United States
This section provides a comparison of the employment flows in Canada and the United States over the period. The first half of the section examines the time-series fluctuations of job creation and destruction, while the second part describes the cross-sectional patterns of employment flows.
A. Time Variation of U.S. and Canada Job Flows
We begin our analysis by examining the time-series patterns of job creation and destruction for the United States and Canada. The annual time series for the two countries and some summary statistics can be found in table 1. A key observation emphasized in the recent literature is the large rates of job creation and destruction. Table 1 indicates that in both Canada and the United States roughly 1 in 10 manufacturing jobs are created every year and roughly 1 in 10 manufacturing jobs are destroyed every year. 5 Figure 2 depicts the movements in job creation and destruction for the United States and Canada. Figure 2A plots the job creation time series for both countries, whereas figure 2B graphs the analogous job destruction series. Examining figure 2A one sees that the job creation movements differ markedly between the countries in the 1975-1979 and post-1985 periods. The United States experienced a much larger contraction in job creation during the 1975 recession than Canada, but experienced a more rapid rebound in job creation activity in 1976. In the post-1985 period, Canada's job creation remained quite high while the United States' dropped off substantially after the 1984 recovery and has remained relatively flat ever since. Both countries experienced a decline in job creation in the recession of 1991. The correlation coefficient for the job creation series between the two countries is 0.203 and is not statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
The patterns of job destruction in the two countries are somewhat more coherent during the 1974-1987 period. The main difference in the two series over this period appears during the 1975 recession, where the United States experienced a sharp increase in job destruction. After 1987 there is a growing divergence in the job destruction series between the two countries, with job destruction in Canada rising and staying high over this period. The United States experienced a sharp cyclical increase in job destruction in 1990 and 1991 but, unlike Canada, this effect was relatively short lived. The correlation between the job destruction series for the two 3 See Baldwin et al. (1995) for a more detailed discussion of data harmonization issues. The latter paper includes some related analyses using Canada-United States job-flow series for the period of [1972] [1973] [1974] [1975] [1976] [1977] [1978] [1979] [1980] [1981] [1982] [1983] [1984] [1985] [1986] . Note that the Canadian job-flow rates reported herein for this subperiod differ slightly from those in Baldwin et al. (1995) because of SIC code changes between 1970 and 1980 in Canada. 4 The data are also available via anonymous ftp at haltiwan.econ.umd.edu in the subdirectory uscan. 5 The magnitude of job creation and job destruction observed in both Canada and the United States is not unique to these countries or developed countries in general. For the industrialized economies, Davis et al. (1996) summarize a number of studies of individual countries with estimated rates of job reallocation that range from 16.0% in Germany to 23.5% in Sweden. These rates are quite similar to those reported here for Canada and the United States. For developing countries, Roberts (1996) constructs jobflow statistics for three developing nations, Columbia, Chile, and Morocco. He finds that gross job flows substantially exceed net employment changes, and that job reallocation lies in the range of 26.2-30.6 for the three countries. This is roughly 25% to 50% higher than that found in Canada, the United States, and other industrialized economies. For additional cross-country studies, see also Baldwin and Gorecki (1990) and OECD (1994 OECD ( , 1996 .
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THE REVIEW OF ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS countries is 0.467. However, job destruction is slightly more volatile in the United States as compared with Canada. Figure 3 plots total job reallocation (SUM ) and net employment growth (NET ) for the two countries. Movements in net changes are similar in the two countries (the cross-country correlation is 0.592), but fluctuations in total job reallocation in the two countries are relatively uncorrelated (the cross-country correlation is Ϫ0.192 and is not statistically different from zero). The Canadian job reallocation series has a strong upward trend over the 1974-1992 period, whereas the series for the United States is trendless over the 1973-1993 period. Fitting a simple linear time trend to both series yields a trend coefficient (standard error) of 0.438 (0.058) for Canada and Ϫ0.133 (0.087) for the United States. In results not reported here, this difference is also found to exist for most two-digit industries. In terms of volatility, net employment growth is more volatile in the United States, while job reallocation is more volatile in Canada. The latter may seem surprising since the separate components of total job reallocation (in particular, job destruction) are at least as volatile in the United States as in Canada. However, the negative covariance between creation and destruction is greater in the United States, which offsets the higher U.S. job destruction variance.
The cyclical properties of job reallocation also differ somewhat between the two countries. As stressed by Haltiwanger (1990, 1992) , job destruction is more cyclically sensitive than job creation in the U.S. manufacturing sector. This is evident from the higher time-series standard deviation of job destruction (2.8) than of job creation (1.9) reported at the bottom of table 1 for the United States. These standard deviations imply that the time-series variance of job destruction is more than twice that of job creation. An implication of this striking asymmetry in the time-series volatility of creation and destruction is that gross job reallocation is countercyclical. The correlation between the net job growth rate and the job reallocation rate for the United States is Ϫ0.455. These same qualitative patterns hold for Canada, but the quantitative effects are somewhat muted. The time-series standard deviation of job destruction (2.6) does exceed that of job creation (2.1) for Canada. This implies that the time-series variance of job destruction is about one and one-half times larger than the variance of job creation. Further, the time-series correlation between net job growth and total job reallocation is Ϫ0.209. As figure 2 shows, part of the reason for the difference in the time-series correlations across the countries is that the Canadian reallocation rate exhibits a significant positive trend. Simply put, there are underlying factors yielding both high-and lowfrequency differences in the job-flow dynamics across Canada and the United States. In terms of the discussion in section II, the time-series evidence supports the view that Canada and the United States have experienced different aggregate and reallocation shocks.
B. Cross-Industry Variation in Average Annual Job Flows
Aggregate job-flow rates may hide substantial differences between Canada and the United States at the industry level. In order to investigate differences in industry-level job flows, the same job-flow rates were calculated for two-digit industries. Table 2 presents the average annual rates for total job creation (POS), total job loss (NEG), net job change (NET), and job reallocation (SUM) for two-digit manufacturing industries in Canada and the United States for the period of 1974-1992. 6 The first point to note is that the industry job-flow patterns look remarkably similar across the two countries. Sectors that have high job reallocation in Canada generally have high job reallocation in the United States. This is especially true for the apparel and lumber industries of both countries. Similarly, sectors such as tobacco, paper, chemicals, petroleum, and primary metals have relatively low job reallocation in each country. The second point is that industries with high (low) levels of job creation experience high (low) levels of job destruction. Utilizing the data from table 2, we construct within-country correlations between job creation and job destruction. The within-country correlation ( p-values) between job creation and job destruction is 0.794 (0.0001) for the United States and 0.850 (0.0001) for Canada.
To illustrate the similarities in industry job flows in Canada and the United States, table 3 provides cross-country correlations between the Canadian measures of job flows and the U.S. measures. The correlations of job creation, job destruction, net employment growth, and job reallocation between Canada and the United States all show strong positive correlations. The correlation coefficients between U.S. and Canadian job creation, job destruction, employment growth, and job reallocation are 0.854, 0.835, 0.851, and 0.834, respectively. This suggests that there may be important industry characteristics common across countries that help determine the patterns of intersectoral job flows. These industry effects are explored more fully in the next section. 7 The large rates of job reallocation in every two-digit sector in both countries indicate the pervasive nature of job reallocation in every sector. The contribution of withinsector versus between-sector shifts in employment opportunities can be directly calculated by decomposing job reallocation at the total manufacturing level into the component due to employment shifts between industries and the component due to employment shifts within industries. Specifically, define excess job reallocation in a given period as total job reallocation less the absolute value of net employment growth for the period. Excess job reallocation thus reflects the job reallocation that occurs over and above the minimum necessary to accommodate the net employment changes for the sector in question. The component of total manufactur-6 The Canadian and U.S. two-digit industry groupings differ in one important respect which affects our data. Canada does not have a separate two-digit industry for scientific equipment as the United States does (SIC 38). The Canadian data for this industry are included in miscellaneous. In this study, therefore, we include all U.S. producers in SIC 38 in the miscellaneous (SIC 39) category as well.
7 Note also that employment changes due to plant openings and plant closings are very similar in the two countries. Industries characterized by high (low) entry and exit job flows in Canada have correspondingly high (low) entry and exit job flows in the United States. These results are reported in Baldwin et al. (1995) . 
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ing excess job reallocation due to between-sector shifts is measured by summing across sectors the deviation of the absolute growth rate for the sector from the absolute growth rate for total manufacturing. The component of excess job reallocation due to within-sector shifts is measured as the sum across sectors of the excess job reallocation in each sector. We have calculated the between-and within-sector components of excess job reallocation for every year for both countries using the two-digit annual series used in the analyses in this paper. On average across time, betweenindustry (two-digit) shifts only account for 2.5% of excess job reallocation in Canada and 3.6% of excess job reallocation in the United States. Thus, in both countries, the high rates of total job reallocation should be interpreted primarily as reflecting employment shifts among establishments in the same two-digit industry. 8
C. Summary of Basic Patterns
Overall, the cross-country comparisons yield several interesting patterns. First, qualitatively the patterns of net and gross flows are similar. Both countries exhibit a strong asymmetry in the time-series volatility of job destruction relative to creation. However, there are important differences in the quantitative patterns. The asymmetry in the cyclical volatility of destruction relative to creation is more pronounced in the United States. Further, the time-series volatility of both the net and the gross flows is greater in the U.S. series. Second, the forces generating cross-industry reallocation produce a very similar pattern in the two countries. Industries that experience high (low) reallocation in Canada have high (low) reallocation in the United States. In addition, in both countries the large magnitude of job reallocation in each year primarily reflects shifts of employment opportunities among establishments in the same industry rather than employment shifts between industries.
V. Empirical Analysis of Year, Country, and Industry Differences in Job Flows
To formally investigate the nature and source of the Canada-United States differences, we estimate a set of 8 Similar calculations using four-digit industry job-flow rates yield that about 12% of excess job reallocation in the United States is accounted for by shifts between four-digit industries. See Davis et al. (1996) for related calculations using alternative sectoral classification schemes. Notes: Industry averages are constructed as the mean for the two-digit industry over the 1974-1992 period. The SIC code numbers are based on U.S. definitions. Industry 39 includes both instruments (38) and miscellaneous products. There are slight discrepancies in the industry definitions across the two countries. regressions with job creation, job destruction, job reallocation, and net growth as dependent variables and year, country, and industry effects as regressors. The regressions take the following form:
where y it represents (POS it , NEG it , SUM it , or NET it ) for industry i in period t. DUS is the country dummy variable (DUS ϭ 1 for United States), IND i represents a set of 18 industry dummy variables (the excluded industry is miscellaneous), where the industries are the same as those reported in table 2, TIME t represents a set of 18 time dummies (the excluded year is 1974), and ⑀ it is the error term of the regressions. 9 In addition to this basic specification, we also estimate models where we include country-year interactions and country-industry interactions. The overall objective in estimating equation (3) is to quantify the alternative sources of variation in the employment-flow data for Canada and the United States. Instead of reporting the individual coefficient estimates from equation (3), we report the results from a series of F-tests on the significance of the industry, year, and country effects. Table 4 reports the results of these F-tests. The rows of the table represent various exclusion restrictions tested, while the columns represent our four dependent variables. The values reported in the cells are the p-values associated with each F-test. There are three main findings. First, there are statistically significant differences in job creation, job destruction, job reallocation, and net employment growth by year, by industry, and by country. Second, the interaction of year and country is statistically significant for all measures. Third, the country-industry interactions are not statistically significant for net employment growth but are significant for job creation, job destruction, and job reallocation.
While table 4 reveals considerable statistically significant differences by year, country, and industry, table 5 provides perspective on the quantitative importance of these differences by reporting the adjusted R 2 values associated with alternative specifications. Four striking results emerge. First, country effects have almost no explanatory power in accounting for variations in any of the measures. Second, industry effects play a very large role in accounting for variations in job creation, job destruction, and total job reallocation, but a minimal role in accounting for variations in net employment growth. The importance of industry effects is especially pronounced for total job reallocation. Third, year effects are very important in accounting for variations in net employment growth and are somewhat less important for variations in gross job flows. Fourth, year effects play a more important role in variations in job destruction than in variations in job creation. This reflects the asymmetry in the cyclicality of job destruction and creation.
The time-series differences in the Canada-United States job-flow rates are presented in figure 4 . Specifically, figure 4 depicts the year-country interaction coefficients, controlling for common industry and year effects. In contrast to the striking similarity in terms of long-run rates, figure 4 depicts substantial year-to-year differences. There are somewhat larger time-series differences in the net rather than the gross flows. The differences in both the net and gross flows are linked to the business cycle. Job destruction rises more 9 The pooled data reflect the overlap years in the job flows [1974] [1975] [1976] [1977] [1978] [1979] [1980] [1981] [1982] [1983] [1984] [1985] [1986] [1987] [1988] [1989] [1990] [1991] [1992] (recall the 1974 job flows are based upon the changes from 1973 to 1974) and the harmonized industry classifications (recall from table 2 that instruments (38) is combined with miscellaneous (39) for the United States). Job creation rises somewhat more rapidly in recoveries, but this effect is relatively short-lived. Put together, the countercyclicality of job reallocation is more pronounced in the United States than in Canada.
The above results, which indicate overwhelming similarity in the cross-industry differences in job reallocation rates between countries, can be directly interpreted in light of the steady-state properties discussed in section II. This can be seen by examining the empirical analogue of figure 1. Specifically, we consider time-series averages by two-digit industry and plot them in the fashion suggested by figure 3. The results of this exercise are depicted in figures 5A and B for Canada and the United States, respectively. Each twodigit industry is labeled with its SIC number (see table 2 for correspondence).
Two illustrative results emerge from this exercise. First, industries line up approximately on the 45% line. That is, in accordance with steady-state properties, high-job-creation industries are also high-job-destruction industries. 11 Ultimately, this is not surprising but it is interesting that a 20-year period is sufficient for this ''steady-state'' result to emerge. Second, and more importantly, the ranking of industries in this manner is very similar in the United States and Canada (which is precisely what the regression results told us). Within the context of the model, this suggests that there are common factors in the two countries yielding similar industry rankings of job-flow behavior.
The results in this section strongly point toward technological differences (including differences in the nature of sunk costs) as the predominant factor accounting for betweenindustry differences in job-flow rates. As discussed in section II, sectoral differences in the steady-state rates of job creation and destruction reflect differences in the intensity of allocative shocks impacting producers in individual sectors as well as differences in the costs of reallocation. The underlying sources of these sectoral differences include differences in technology and the pace of technological change, adjustment costs including the sunk costs involved in creating a new job, the distribution of idiosyncratic demand and cost shocks, market structure, and institutional differences. Of these factors, Canada and the United States share the same technology and exhibit remarkably similar cross-industry patterns in job-flow rates.
VI. Concluding Remarks
Recently developed longitudinal data sets in the United States and Canada permit a much richer statistical portrait of employment dynamics. Gross job creation and destruction rates are measured in a comparable fashion for these two 10 For the United States, business cycle turning points based on NBER reference cycle chronology for this period are as follows. Cyclical peaks: November 1983 , January 1980 , July 1981 . Cyclical troughs: March 1975 , July 1980 , December 1982 It is true that for the United States many industries lie to the right of the 45-degree line given the net contraction of manufacturing employment in the United States. However, it is still the case that the 15-year industry averages exhibit the property that high job creation industries also are high job destruction industries-it is this prediction of the steady-state model that we are referring to in this context. countries for the analysis in this paper. The remarkable similarity in the magnitude and the cross-industry variation in rates is striking for a number of reasons. It is a striking fact in both the Canadian and the U.S. manufacturing sectors that roughly one in 10 jobs is destroyed every year and one in 10 jobs is created. The results in this paper are also striking in what they tell us about the nature of the similarities and the differences between Canada and the United States. Canada and the United States undoubtedly differ in their institutions, in their market structures, and in the shocks impacting the economy. However, only the latter come through as having a strong effect. The common technology as well as other common elements dominate the long-run structural relationships across industries. Accordingly, it is difficult to distinguish between the countries in terms of the industrial structure of net and gross job-flow rates.
